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But if it were urged that the differences between local and
national finance are so vital that a separate examination is
necessary because of differences in the theory of the two,
just as it has been suggested that a distinct theory of inter-
national trade could be built up, having its own exclusive
laws, then it is not unfair, in one case or in the other, to ask
what are the differences that call for a separate theory.

No such differences have yet been pointed out. When we
have satisfied ourselves as to what is and what is not taxa-
tion, we shall be able to recognise taxes under any name,
whether levied by sovereign or subordinate bodies. When
we know their nature, we shall be able to investigate the
laws of their action, irrespective of the person or the body
that imposes them.

We may now consider the parts into which revenue may
be divided, in order to bring out the relation which taxes
bear to the other parts, and to the whole of revenue. These
parts have been arranged by various writers under such
heads as Fees, Taxes, Quasi-Taxes, Rents of the Domain,
Prerogative Rights, Profits of State Industry, Forced
Services, Contributions, Monopoly Profits, Fines, Lotteries,
Purveyance, Tributes, Rates, Assessments, Customs and
Excise. The question is discussed in Professor Bastable's
" Public Finance," Bk. II. Chap. i.
The method of classification depends on the purpose in